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DETAILED ACTION 

The indicated allowability of claims 6 and 23 are withdrawn in view of the newly 
discovered reference(s) to Chen (USPN 5494281 ) and Aizawa et al. (USPN 5697854). 
Rejections based on the newly cited reference(s) follow. 

Specification 

The specification is objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent basis for 
the claimed subject matter. See 37 CFR 1.75(d)(1) and MPEP § 608.01 (o). Correction 
of the following is required: The specification does not contain support that the second 
material can be a titanium alloy and set forth in claims 1 1 and 47. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 1 1 and 47 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, because the 
specification, while being enabling for the second portion to be formed of aluminum, 
graphite, magnesium, and a thermoplastic, does not reasonably provide enablement for 
the second portion to be formed of titanium alloy. The specification does not enable any 
person skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to 
make and use the invention commensurate in scope with these claims. Page 5, lines 6 
through 15 state that the second material must have a density within the range of about 
0.1g/cc to 4.0g/cc, in which titanium alloy does not have a density within the above 
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range. If supported by the above range, applicant is urged to submit evidence showing 
titanium within the above range. 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claim 1 1 and 47 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

See above regarding 112, 1 st paragraph. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or. in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

1 . Claims 34-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
McKeighen (USPN 5429365). 

Regarding claim 34, McKeighen discloses a golf club head having a first body 
portion and a second body portion, wherein the first body portion including a front face 
having a variable face thickness and a second body having a low density crown section, 
wherein the club head inherently has a spin rate to launch angle ratio of less than about 
275 at a geometric face center under robot test conditions. It is believed that the ratio is 
inherent because McKeighen teaches the same structure as that claimed by the 
applicant. McKeighen is also geared to raising the launch angle and lowering the center 
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of gravity of the club head. With this being said, the spin rate would be dependent on 
the type of ball used in which not every ball performs in the same manner. The above 
ratio is a limitation made to merely test results in which the applicant is very much 
aware that the office does not have the ability to test. 

Regarding claim 35, McKeighen inherently discloses the spin rate to launch 
angle ratio being less than 250 for the reasons set forth regarding claim 34. 

Regarding claim 36, McKeighen inherently discloses the sweet spot 
approximately at the geometric face center or above for the reasons set forth regarding 
claim 34. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-3, 7-10, 12-17, 19-20, 34-39, 43-46, 48-53, 55, and 56 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chen (USPN 5494281) in view of 
Aizawa et al. (USPN 5697854) and Molitor et al. (USPN 4762322). 

Regarding claim 1 and 2, Chen discloses a club head comprising a first body 
portion and a second body portion wherein the first body portion includes a front face 
having a geometric face center and a point of maximum COR and the second body 
portion forms a crown and skirt section. The first body is composed of a first material 
having a density and the second material is composed of a second material having a 
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density less than that of the first material. Chen discloses a sole plate in which may be 
weighted, but does not disclose the center of gravity being at least 5mm lower than the 
face's geometric center. Aizawa et al. discloses a club head having a weighted sole 
plate for lowering the center of gravity of the club head. Molitor et al. teaches a club 
head having a center of gravity no more than 0.7 inch above the sole by weighting the 
lower portion of the club head (See Entire Document). Therefore, it is submitted that 

■ 

the combination of Chen and Aizawa et al. meets the center of gravity requirement by 
that of the applicant and one having ordinary skill in the art would have found it obvious 
to attach a weighted sole plate to the bottom of the club head of Chen in order to lower 
the center of gravity of the club head. 

Regarding claim 3, the combination of Chen, Aizawa et al., and Molitor et al. 
meets the limitations of claims based on the reason set forth above. 

Regarding claim 7, Chen discloses the second body portion inherently has a 
density of between about 0.1 to 4.0 g/cc that magnesium alloy has a density of 
anywhere from 1 .74 to 1 .87 g/cc. 

Regarding claim 8, Chen discloses the first material being a titanium alloy and 
the second material being a metal. 

Regarding claim 9, Chen discloses the second material being magnesium. 

Regarding claim 10, Chen discloses the second material being a metal. Chen 
notes that stainless steel is a common metal used as a front face in the art but prefers 
the use of a lighter material. Though Chen does not use stainless steel as the front 
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face, one having ordinary skill in the art would have found it obvious to do so being that 
stainless steel is commonly known within the art for such. 

Regarding claim 12, Chen discloses the second body being casted and formed. 

Regarding claim 13-15, Claims are directed to a process to produce the product. 
It is submitted that Chen, Aizawa et al., and Molitor et al. meets the limitations of the 
claim being that the final product is the same. 

Regarding claim 16, the combination of Chen, Aizawa et al., and Molitor et al. 
meets the limitations of claims based on the reason set forth above. 

Regarding claim 17, the combinations of Chen, Aizawa et al., and Molitor et al., 
inherently teaches the point of COR located approximate to a vertical plane including 
the geometric center (language for claim 53 is interpreted to be the entire front face). 

Regarding claim 19, Chen discloses that weight being integral with the sole at a 
distance away from the face. 

Regarding claim 20, The combination of Chen and Aizawa et al. teaches the 
weight portion between 15% to 25% of the total club head weight being that the 
materials set forth in Aizawa et al. meet the density range of that disclosed by the 
applicant in the paragraph bridging pages 5 and 6 of the applicant's specification. 

Regarding claim 34 and 35, Chen discloses a club head comprising a first body 
portion and a second body portion wherein the first body portion includes a front face 
having a geometric face center and a point of maximum COR and the second body 
portion forms a crown and skirt section. The first body is composed of a first material 
having a density and the second material is composed of a second material having a 
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density less than that of the first material. Chen discloses a sole plate in which may be 
weighted, but does not disclose the center of gravity being at least 5mm lower than the 
face's geometric center. Aizawa et al. discloses a club head having a weighted sole 
plate for lowering the center of gravity of the club head. Molitor et al. teaches a club 
head having a center of gravity no more than 0.7 inch above the sole by weighting the 
lower portion of the club head (See Entire Document). Therefore, it is submitted that 
the combination of Chen and Aizawa et al. meets the center of gravity and spin rate to 
launch angle ratio requirements by that of the applicant and one having ordinary skill in 
the art would have found it obvious to attach a weighted sole plate to the bottom of the 
club head of Chen in order to lower the center of gravity of the club head. 

Regarding claim 36, Chen discloses the sweet spot at the geometric face center 
due to the fact that the sweet spot is generally known within the art to be located at the 
center of the face. 

Regarding claims 37-39, Chen discloses a club head comprising a first body 
portion and a second body portion wherein the first body portion includes a front face 
having a geometric face center and a point of maximum COR and the second body 
portion forms a crown and skirt section. The first body is composed of a first material 
having a density and the second material is composed of a second material having a 
density less than that of the first material. A hosel member is also extending above the 
crown section. Chen notes that hosel is made of a material different from that of the 
first body. One having ordinary skill in the art would have sought to use one of the 
materials already disclosed by Chen to form the hosel wherein the materials used for 
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the first portion would be the same as that of the hosel and, therefore, making the 
selection of material obvious. Chen discloses a sole plate in which may be weighted, 
but does not disclose the center of gravity being at least 5mm lower than the face's 
geometric center. Aizawa et al. discloses a club head having a weighted sole plate for 
lowering the center of gravity of the club head. Molitor et al. teaches a club head having 
a center of gravity no more than 0.7 inch above the sole by weighting the lower portion 
of the club head (See Entire Document). Therefore, it is submitted that the combination 
of Chen and Aizawa et al. meets the center of gravity requirement by that of the 
applicant and one having ordinary skill in the art would have found it obvious to attach a 
weighted sole plate to the bottom of the club head of Chen in order to lower the center 
of gravity of the club head. 

Regarding claim 43, Chen discloses the second body portion inherently has a 
density of between about 0.1 to 4.0 g/cc that magnesium alloy has a density of 
anywhere from 1 .74 to 1 .87 g/cc. 

Regarding claim 44, Chen discloses the first material being a titanium alloy and 
the second material being a metal. 

Regarding claim 45, the limitation is met as set forth above regarding claim 43. 

Regarding claim 46, Chen discloses the second material being a metal. Chen 
notes that stainless steel is a common metal used as a front face in the art but prefers 
the use of a lighter material. Though Chen does not use stainless steel as the front 
face, one having ordinary skill in the art would have found it obvious to do so being that 

» 

stainless steel is commonly known within the art for such. Furthermore, applicant does 
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not disclose why stainless steel is critical to attain the invention. It apparent that the 
invention attains the same result when using titanium alloy; therefore, one having 
ordinary skill in the art would have found such material selection to be an obvious 
matter of design choice. 

Regarding claim 48, Chen discloses the second body being casted and formed. 

Regarding claims 49-51 , Claims are directed to a process to produce the 
product. 

Regarding claim 52, the combination of Chen, Aizawa et al., and Molitor et al. 
meets the limitations of claims based on the reason set forth above 

Regarding claim 53, the combinations of Chen, Aizawa et al., and Molitor et al., 
inherently teaches the point of COR located approximate to a vertical plane including 
the geometric center (language for claim 53 is interpreted to be the entire front face). 

Regarding claim 55, Chen discloses that weight being integral with the sole at a 
distance away from the face. 

Regarding claim 56, the combination of Chen and Aizawa et al. teaches the 
weight portion between 15% to 25% of the total club head weight being that the 
materials set forth in Aizawa et al. meet the density range of that disclosed by the 
applicant in the paragraph bridging pages 5 and 6 of the applicant's specification. 

Claims 18, 21, 24-33, and 54 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Chen (USPN 5494281) in view of Aizawa et al. (USPN 5697854), 
Molitor et al. (USPN 4762322) and McKeighen (USPN 5429365). 
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Regarding claim 21 , Chen discloses a club head comprising a first body portion 
and a second body portion wherein the first body portion includes a front face having a 
geometric face center and a point of maximum COR and the second body portion forms 
a crown and skirt section. The first body is composed of a first material having a density 
and the second material is composed of a second material having a density less than 
that of the first material. Chen discloses a sole plate in which may be weighted, but 
does not disclose the center of gravity being at least 5mm lower than the face's 
geometric center or the thickness of the front face. Aizawa et al. discloses a club head 
having a weighted sole plate for lowering the center of gravity of the club head. Molitor 
et al. teaches a club head having a center of gravity no more than 0.7 inch above the 
sole by weighting the lower portion of the club head (See Entire Document). Therefore, 
it is submitted that the combination of Chen and Aizawa et al. meets the center of 
gravity requirement by that of the applicant and one having ordinary skill in the art would 
have found it obvious to attach a weighted sole plate to the bottom of the club head of 
Chen in order to lower the center of gravity of the club head. Mckeighen discloses a 
club head having a first and second body having a front face gradually increasing in 
thickness from the crown to the sole section (See Figure 9 and the paragraph bridging 
columns 5 and 6). One having ordinary skill in the art would have found it obvious to 
have the front face thicker at the sole, as taught by McKeighen, in order to further lower 
the center of gravity of the club head and to improve the sound of the club head. 
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Regarding claim 24, Chen discloses the second body portion inherently has a 
density of between about 0.1 to 4.0 g/cc that magnesium alloy has a density of 
anywhere from 1 .74 to 1 .87 g/cc. 

Regarding claim 25, Chen discloses the second body portion being magnesium 
alloy and the first material being a titanium alloy. 

Regarding claim 26, Chen discloses the first material being titanium alloy but 
does not teach the second material made of a graphite or aluminum. McKeighen 
discloses a club head having a first and second portion wherein the second portion is 
made of graphite or aluminum. McKeighen notes that the selection of material allows 
for the weight of the club head to be lowered and moved into the toe, heel, and sole 
(See Paragraph bridging Columns 4 and 5). One having ordinary skill in the art would 
have found it obvious to have the second portion made of graphite of aluminum, as 
taught by McKeighen, in order to lower the weight of the club head. 

Regarding claim 27, Chen discloses the second body being casted and formed. 

Regarding claims 28 and 29, the limitations claimed by the applicant are directed 
to a product by process; therefore, it is submitted that the combinations of Chen, Aizawa 
et al., Molitor et al., and McKeighen meets theses limitation because the final product is 
the same. 

Regarding claim 30, the combinations of Chen, Aizawa et al., Molitor et al., and 
McKeighen inherently teaches the point of COR located approximate to a vertical plane 
including the geometric center (language for claim 30 is interpreted to be the entire front 
face). 
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Regarding claim 31, the combination of Chen, Aizawa et al., Molitor et al., and 
McKeighen inherently teaches the maximum coefficient being greater than 0.80 
because it meets the structural limitations of the invention. 

Regarding claim 32, Chen discloses that weight being integral with the sole at a 
distance away from the face. 

Regarding claim 33, Applicant does not disclose why it is critical for only tungsten 
and molybdenium to be used as the weight portion. Tungsten is a material commonly 
known within the art as being used for a weighting element. Furthermore, applicant 
discloses that the weight portion only need to meet the required density range set forth 
in the paragraph bridging pages 5 and 6 of the applicant's specification wherein Aizawa 
et al. meets. One having ordinary skill in the art would have found the material for the 
weight portion to be an obvious matter of design and also would have found it obvious 
to use any type of material for the weight portion so long as it lowers the center of 
gravity of the club head and meets the range of that disclosed by the applicant. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 1 1 and 47 may be allowable if rewritten to overcome the rejection(s) 
under 35 U.S.C. 112, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action and to include all of 
the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-56 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Applicant argues that McKeighen does not teach the launch angle to spin rate 
ratio. The examiner disagrees. Clearly the record does not provide such proof that the 
club head of McKeighen does not have this ratio. The applicant has not set forth any 
evidence as to why McKeighen does not have this ratio, only gives a broad statement in 
regards to the club heads made by the company. If it is known that the club head does 
not have this ratio, applicant is urged to provide factual proof of such. The test data 
from the specification in regards to similar type of club require more clarity, what type of 
shafts where attached to the club heads? Not every shaft has the same flexure. 
Applicant claims the head has advantages but the type of shaft is critical in determining 
if the test results are dependent on the club head alone. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Alvin A. Hunter whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
441 1 . The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday from 7:30AM 
to 4:00PM Eastern Time. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Gregory Vidovich, can be reached on 571-272-4415. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703- 
872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
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Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Alvin A. Hunter, Jr. 
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